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truly represent the voices of their con-
stituents. The right to vote and the
elections in which we cast our ballots
are the foundations of our democracy,
and policymakers should be strength-
ening those systems and expanding
that right whenever and wherever pos-
sible. Instead, for the past few years,
we have been restricting it.

In a Nation whose founding docu-
ments begin with ‘“‘we the people of the
United States,” the local, State, and
Federal Government should champion
the cause of ensuring that every single
American can make his voice heard
with as little difficulty as possible. I
support every effort to do so, and I
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

————

RESTORING RESPECT FOR
AMERICA’S RULE OF LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MOOLENAAR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2015, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege to have the opportunity
to address you here on the floor of the
United States House of Representa-
tives.

I listened to a lot of discussion here
with which I disagree, of course; but I
keep hearing this term ‘‘do your job”’
that seems to echo out of the left con-
stantly. “Do your job.”

One of the arguments is that the
President of the United States has a
constitutional right to nominate to the
Supreme Court. He does. That is pretty
clear in the Constitution. However, the
Senate determines what advice is, and
the Senate determines that which is
consent, and no nomination to the Fed-
eral court can move forward without
the Senate’s advice and consent. It is
the Senate’s job then to evaluate the
President’s nominations, and they can
do so with or without hearings, with or
without interviews. The Senate writes
its own rules just like the House writes
its own rules, Mr. Speaker. I would like
to put this back in perspective here.

We have a lameduck President who
has made appointments to the Supreme
Court, which seems to believe that the
Constitution means what they want it
to mean, and they want to read it to
say what they want it to say rather
than what it actually says and rather
than what it actually was understood
to mean at the time of its ratification.

When you have Justices on the Su-
preme Court who embody that belief,
who act on that belief, then we here
who take an oath to support and defend
the Constitution—and that is, actually,
all of us here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Mr. Speaker, and every-
one in the United States Senate for
that matter—recognize that, if we are
going to support and defend the Con-
stitution and encourage the nomina-
tion and the advice and the consent
and the confirmation of the Senate and
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encourage then a Presidential appoint-
ment to the Supreme Court of some-
one, we know the President is incapa-
ble of nominating anyone to the Su-
preme Court who actually believes
what the Constitution says and what it
was understood to mean at the time of
its ratification. He has demonstrated
that in the past with his appointments
to the Court. He will demonstrate that
again.

We have a Constitution to preserve,
protect, defend, and support and de-
fend, so our obligation then is to say:
Mr. President, you are a lameduck.
Let’s stick with the tradition; let’s
stick with the practice; let’s stick with
the statements that have been made by
a number of Democrats in the past
when the shoe was on the other foot.
People like JOE BIDEN and HARRY REID
and CHUCK SCHUMER all would agree
with Senator CHUCK GRASSLEY: no
hearing, no confirmation in the Senate,
no vote in the Judiciary Committee,
and no vote on the floor of the Senate
for this lameduck President’s appoint-
ments because we have a Constitution
that has got to be restored, and instead
of being restored, it would be destroyed
by another Presidential appointment.

We were sitting with a deadlocked
Court that sat 4% to 4% out of a 9-
member Court, and you could kind of
toss a coin on whether you would get a
decision that came down on what the
Constitution said and what the law
said or what they preferred the policy
was. There are a couple of bad exam-
ples of that. This is even with the stel-
lar Justice Scalia’s sitting on the
bench not even a year ago on June 24
and June 25.

On the 24th of June, the Court came
down with a decision in King v.
Burwell, in which the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court decided that he
could write words into ObamaCare that
didn’t exist. They were not passed by
this Congress—not by either Chamber
of this Congress, as a matter of fact. It
wasn’t a phrase that was conferenced
out or was something that was con-
tested. It was never in the bill. It was
the phrase that read, ‘‘or Federal Gov-
ernment.” Had that component been in
ObamaCare, then the Federal Govern-
ment could have gone into the States
and established the exchanges in the
States that refused to establish ex-
changes to comply with the suggestion
that came from this Congress, by the
way, by hook, by crook, by legislative
shenanigans, just to quote some Demo-
crats who lamented at the method-
ology they had to go through to push
ObamaCare down the throats of the
American people.

In any case, the law never enabled
the Federal Government to establish
exchanges in the States, and the Con-
stitution doesn’t allow that authority.
In my opinion, there is no enumerated
power for the Federal Government to
create exchanges for health insurance
policies within the States; but the Su-
preme Court ruled with the majority
opinion, which was written by the
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Chief Justice of the Supreme Court,
that they could add words into
ObamaCare. Where it reads that the
States may establish exchanges, they
added that the States or Federal Gov-
ernment may establish exchanges.
They made it up, and they wrapped
themselves in the cloak of constitu-
tional authority in Marbury v. Madison
and in a whole series of, presumably,
precedent cases along the line. That
was June 24, on Thursday.

That would kick the breath out of
your gut to hear that, if you are a con-
stitutionalist, and it would bring you
to a sad state of mourning. You would
lay your head down on the pillow at
night, having trouble sleeping, think-
ing: What am I going to do tomorrow?
I couldn’t react today. What am I going
to do tomorrow? Lord, wake me up
with an idea on how to preserve our
Constitution.

The Supreme Court of the United
States believes that they can write law
when here, in Article I of our Constitu-
tion, Mr. Speaker, it reads: ‘‘All legis-
lative powers herein granted shall be
vested in a Congress of the United
States.”” That is here, in the House and
the Senate. Article I, which are the
first words of our Constitution, reads:
“all legislative powers’; but the Su-
preme Court, wrapped in the cloak of
Marbury v. Madison and their imagina-
tion of what ‘‘precedence’” and ‘‘stare
decisis” might mean to them decides
that they can write words into the law.
A Supreme Court writing law.

Then the next morning—that morn-
ing that I was hopeful that I would
wake up with an idea on how to address
a Supreme Court that has over-
reached—there came the next decision
at 9 my time, 10 D.C. time. It was the
decision of Obergefell, in which the Su-
preme Court created a new command in
the Constitution. Not just discovered a
right that never existed—they manu-
factured a command.

There is no right in the Constitution
for a same-sex marriage. There is no
reference in there at all. There is not
one single Founding Father who would
have ever accepted an idea that they
had founded a nation that embodied
within our Declaration or our ratified
Constitution or the subsequent amend-
ments that there was some right, let
alone a command, to a same-sex mar-
riage. That is a completely manufac-
tured—not just a right but a com-
mand—by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

I have some history with this. The
Supreme Court of the State of Iowa did
the same thing to Iowans in 2009. I sat
in the legislature and was an author of
the Defense of Marriage Act in about
1998.
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One of the pieces of debate was why
do we need to bother to do this. Yes, it
would make sense if marriage were
threatened. But it was so far beyond
the pale that why would we bother to
do this. We saw litigation coming in
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Hawaii at that period of time that was
trying to force same-sex marriage on
America.

We wrote—and I was one of the au-
thors of it—the Defense of Marriage
Act and put it into Iowa law. And from
1998, 11 years later, the Supreme Court
of the State of Iowa created a com-
mand for same-sex marriage in Iowa.

Iowans rose up and threw three of
them off the bench the following elec-
tion in November of 2010 not because of
the policy decision, but because they
had not kept their oath of office to sup-
port and defend the Constitution.

They are obligated to read and under-
stand and believe the Constitution and
then issue their judgments based upon
the law, the text of the law, and, as an
ancillary component of this, the intent
of the legislature itself.

Because, after all, the legislature is
the voice of the people. The judges are
not. They are unelected. They are ap-
pointed for life. They are unaccount-
able.

So there it was on June 25, 2015, on
Friday, that the Supreme Court manu-
factured a command for same-sex mar-
riage. Now, this is appalling to me, Mr.
Speaker, because I can read this Con-
stitution and understand what it
means. I could read the precedent cases
along the way that have flowed from
Marbury on down to today.

It is no longer possible to look at this
Supreme Court and discern what a
likely decision of the Court might be
by studying the text of the Constitu-
tion and the text of the law because we
have a Court that will make it up as
they go along, write law as they go,
and discover what they would call a
new right in the 14th Amendment to
the Constitution, equal protection
under the law. There is equal protec-
tion already. There has long been equal
protection.

That amendment was about making
sure that babies who were born to the
newly freed slaves post-Civil war would
be American citizens and they would
enjoy all of the rights and all of the
privileges of being a citizen of the
United States. A person that enjoyed
personhood in good standing, that is
what the—the 13th Amendment ended
slavery, and the 14th Amendment guar-
anteed equal rights.

Now this Court has twisted it into a
command that there is not a difference
between a man and a woman when it
comes to joining them together in mat-
rimony. Well, there is a difference. It
has been husband and wife in every one
of these States until such time as the
activists got busy.

Those are the kinds of things that, if
the States want to establish same-sex
marriage, so be it. That is the voice of
the people. It is constitutional, and it
fits the structure of our United States
Constitution, along with the various
State constitutions and the structure
of the rule of law.

But if a court wants to manufacture
a new right, let alone a new command,
that is wrong. And this Congress ought
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to speak up. We need a President that
will appoint Justices to the Supreme
Court that will rule on the text of the
Constitution, its original meaning, and
on the understanding of what the text
of that Constitution says.

So I would back up to the King v.
Burwell decision, Mr. Speaker, and add
this for the benefit of those folks that
are listening in. And maybe there are
some staff at the Supreme Court that
are listening.

If you discover a law, if it is a law
like ObamaCare that comes before the
Supreme Court and you the read the
text of that and it doesn’t include ‘‘or
Federal Government’ and you believe
that Congress wanted the Federal Gov-
ernment to be able to establish the ex-
changes or intended to write that into
the law, you don’t get to just write it
in and say that is what they really
meant. You have to remand it back to
Congress and tell us: This is what the
law says.

So, therefore, if Congress wants the
law to say something different, we
have to amend it here in the House and
the Senate and get a Presidential sig-
nature on it. That is the constitutional
structure of this government that we
have, Mr. Speaker.

It is a bit frustrating for me to listen
to the dialogue otherwise that the Sen-
ate is not doing their job because they
withhold a Presidential appointment
when you have a President that has
proven that he is not going to put up
an appointment that will protect our
Constitution.

This is the time we must defend our
Constitution. We must nominate and
elect a President of the United States
who will make those appointments to
the Supreme Court, who believe the
Constitution means what it says.

Mr. Speaker, I didn’t actually come
here to talk about that. That is my re-
buttal to what I have listened to for
the last 40 minutes or so.

IMMIGRATION

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
came here to talk about the rule of
law, for sure. Part of this is stimulated
by an immigration hearing that we had
yesterday in the House Judiciary’s Im-
migration and Border Security Sub-
committee.

This is the type of hearing that I
have listened to too many times. It was
one of the hardest hearings I have sat
through in my time here in this Con-
gress, Mr. Speaker.

This was a hearing that had wit-
nesses, such as Sheriff Jenkins from
Frederick County, Maryland, who has
been enforcing immigration law and
standing up for the rule of law.

He has been prudently using the legal
and justifiable evidence that he had be-
fore him, and he has been criticized for
his effectiveness by the people that
don’t want to enforce the law. He is a
good witness, Sheriff Jenkins.

Additionally, we had witnesses from
two families that were suffering trag-
ically. One of them was the mother of
Joshua Wilkerson. Her name is Laura
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Wilkerson. She has testified before the
Judiciary Committee in the past at
least once.

I have met her at an immigration
event in Richmond, Virginia, on an-
other occasion and listened to the trag-
ic, tragic story of her son, Joshua, who
was essentially abducted from his
school—he was about a sophomore in
high school or so—and hauled outside
of town where he was beaten merci-
lessly and bludgeoned and finally mur-
dered.

The perpetrator, an illegal alien who
law enforcement had encountered and
released onto the streets of America,
who had no business being in America
in the first place and who law enforce-
ment already had picked up at least
once—this illegal alien beat this boy to
death.

Then he went and bought gasoline
and burned his body. He hauled his
body out and poured gasoline on it and
burned Joshua Wilkerson’s body. Then
he went and took a shower and went to
a movie, as if it was just another day
in the life of.

Well, Mr. Speaker, it was another
day in the life of America and Ameri-
cans. It was another life lost to an ille-
gal criminal alien who was unlawfully
present in America and who had no
business to be here, one who had been
encountered by law enforcement offi-
cers in the past, one whom I believe
ICE declined to pick up and place into
removal proceedings. This happens
every day in this country. It happens
hundreds of times in this country each
year.

These incidents of illegal aliens that
are arrested and turned loose on the
street because the President has this
idea of prioritization or prosecutorial
discretion are costing lives in America.
They are costing, in the end, thousands
of lives in America.

It was a sad, sad story told by Laura
Wilkerson yesterday. She had the cour-
age and the heart to come here and
share her story with us and to place
that awful, brutal, ghastly memory
again into her mind’s eye and pour
that forth into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD so that some of us will soak
that up and be mobilized to do some-
thing more, to do something more to
resist the President’s policy of am-
nesty, de facto amnesty, amnesty by
executive edict, that has been part and
parcel of the Obama policy since the
beginning of his time here in office,
and it has been getting worse and
worse every month.

I thank God for Laura Wilkerson. I
ask God to bless the life and the mem-
ory and the soul of Joshua Wilkerson,
who has paid a tremendously high price
because we have an ideological Presi-
dent who, I would say to the other side
of the aisle, is not doing his job. In
fact, he is ordering law enforcement of-
ficers not to do their job.

Federal law requires that, when im-
migration law enforcement officers en-
counter an individual who is unlaw-
fully present in the United States, ‘‘he
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shall be placed in removal
ceedings.” That is the law.

Our Border Patrol officers are told
that, if you are here to enforce the law
and you are determined to do so, you
better get yourself another job. They
have become the welcome wagon on the
southern border.

Now, most anybody that crosses that
border and makes it across the Rio
Grande River or across the land border
that stretches from Texas all the way
across through New Mexico, Arizona,
California, to the Pacific Ocean knows,
if you just claim asylum, you can be a
refugee and this Federal Government
will roll out the welcome wagon.

Former Member of Congress Michele
Bachmann and I stood on the banks of
the Rio Grande River at Roma, Texas,
here a summer and a half or so ago and
watched as they inflated a raft on the
other side of the river, two coyotes.

It was a fairly good size raft. They
helped a lady into that raft on a Sun-
day afternoon in broad daylight ex-
actly at the shift change for the Border
Patrol.

They helped a pregnant lady into the
raft. She had two little bags of her
property. They brought that raft across
the river, brought it up to the shore-
line under the eyes of the city police
and the Border Patrol, but it was shift
change.

One of the coyotes got out of the raft
while the other one stabilized it. They
helped the pregnant lady out of the
raft and onto U.S. shores and then
handed her two little ditty bags. He
then got back into the raft.

The two coyotes went back across
the river, deflated the raft, folded it up,
put it in the trunk of their car. It was
a car that we had watched go around
and around over there, knowing that it
was a coyote car because they recog-
nized it from the U.S. side of the river.

The lady stood there. She and her un-
born baby and her two ditty bags were
waiting for the Border Patrol to show
up. It takes a little longer during the
shift change, but they show up, no
doubt. I didn’t follow this case any fur-
ther, and they would have preferred
that I didn’t.

Here is what I will predict happened:
She applied for asylum, the baby is
now born, and the baby is an American
citizen. She is the parent of an anchor
baby.

Well, that is the kind of person that
Barack Obama has granted a de facto,
at least a temporary, amnesty to for
the Deferred Action for Parents of—I
keep wanting to tell you what that
word means to me, but the parents of
Americans is what the President would
like to call it—Deferred Action for Par-
ents of Americans, DAPA.

Well, I watched one of those parents
of Americans—a parent now—come
across the border in an inflatable raft
with two coyotes. They got paid some-
thing to do that. I don’t know how
much.

Now the President has issued the
edict that we grant this de facto per-

pro-
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mit, this amnesty, for the parents of
anchor babies to be staying free in the
United States.

That suspends the rule of law. It de-
fies the rule of law. It defies the very
law, the specified law, itself.

That case was heard before the Su-
preme Court this week, Mr. Speaker.
The question is: Does the President
have prosecutorial authority, prosecu-
torial discretion?

Well, the precedents along prosecu-
torial discretion—and I don’t know
that the Supreme Court has ever heard
and ruled on a case of prosecutorial
discretion. I believe they have not.

But the precedents that are out there
in the lower courts and the practice
has been that, if a chief executive offi-
cer can project his policy through his
subordinates, they have to pick and
choose which cases they will prosecute.

Well, when they do that, that is
called prosecutorial discretion. It has
to be on an individual basis only, and
that is by the words of the former Sec-
retary of Homeland Security Janet
Napolitano, who testified before the
Judiciary Committee to that extent.

In the first Morton memo that
brought out this prosecutorial discre-
tion, it creates four different cat-
egories or groups of people.

So they are utilizing categories or
groups of people, declaring it to be
prosecutorial discretion, when, in fact,
it is not prosecutorial discretion be-
cause it applies to groups of people. It
created four different groups of people.

That is the story of Joshua
Wilkerson.

The witness sitting next to Laura
Wilkerson is Michelle Root of Modale,
Iowa. Michelle Root is the grieving
mother of a 21-year-old daughter who
was a 4.0 student at Bellevue Univer-
sity.

She wanted to become a law enforce-
ment investigator. She had the best
grades that you could possibly have,
living and loving life. She had grad-
uated and enjoyed the graduation cere-
monies the day before when an illegal,
criminal alien, drunk-driving perpe-
trator, ran her down and rear-ended
her in the street and killed Sarah Root.

Sarah Root was a 4.0 student with
the world ahead of her, wanting to con-
tribute to this country, to life, to soci-
ety, living and loving life. Her life was
abruptly ended by a criminal alien who
had been encountered by law enforce-
ment before whose immigration attor-
neys knew him.
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Two of them have been quoted in the
newspaper at this point. He had been
released. He had been released onto the
streets where he now had three times
the blood alcohol content allowable by
law, drag racing in the streets, killed
Sarah Root. Her mother, Michelle, told
the story yesterday of her daughter,
whom she loved so deeply, and all
through the rest of her life and her
family’s life, they will carry this hole,
this ache in their heart that didn’t
need to be.
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Sarah Root would be alive today if
the President had done his job, if law
enforcement had been allowed to do
their job, if ICE had responded when
local law enforcement called them, and
if ICE—and on top of that, sometimes
ICE issues a detainer, and local law en-
forcement releases them from a sanc-
tuary city.

This is mixed up both ways. We have
ICE, who is prohibited from doing its
job, who sometimes won’t when they
want to; local law enforcement who
won’t cooperate with ICE because ICE
sent out a letter a year-and-a-half ago
or so that said ICE detainers are a rec-
ommendation, they are no longer man-
datory.

Congress passed a law and directed
the Department of Homeland Security
to establish the rule that would have
the force and effect of law that ICE de-
tainers are mandatory. They wrote the
rule that ICE detainers are mandatory,
and Dan Ragsdale, the interim director
of ICE, issued a letter that said to all
local law enforcement: no, it is a rec-
ommendation, it is not mandatory.

Now we have in this confused, jum-
bled-up mess of the refusal to enforce
the law, to take care that the laws are
faithfully executed—we have the
deaths of our children—our children—
Joshua Wilkerson, Sarah Root.

And while Sarah Root’s mother is in
transit to come here to testify—by the
way, this drunk driving, illegal alien,
homicidal accident that killed Sarah
Root, the 4.0 student happened—I keep
hearing about the valedictorians that
come across the river. Sarah was very
close to being the valedictorian of her
college class. She didn’t get a chance
to live and love life beyond 1 day after
her graduation.

While her mother is here with tears
in her eyes, flying from Omaha where
this tragedy took place, to testify be-
fore the United States Congress, there
is another incident in Omaha, this time
a very similar incident, another illegal
alien who had been incarcerated before
or picked up before and released again.

This illegal alien Kkilled Margarito
Nava-Luna, a 34- or 35-year-old man
who was walking down the streets of
Omaha. This driver, this illegal, had
three times the blood alcohol content
as well, as was the driver who killed
Sarah Root.

Now, every one of these are prevent-
able. They are preventable. Whether
they are a willful homicide or whether
they are preventable, but these are the
cities, Mr. Speaker, where the Obama
administration has released these
criminals into. They have released over
30,000 of them. These are where their
reoffenses have taken place, in mul-
tiple cities around, obviously, Cali-
fornia and on up along the Pacific
Coast. Where there is a lot of illegal
immigration, that is where you see a
lot of the recidivism crime. Here is Ari-
zona. Here is Texas. You have got it in
the heart of the heartland, though.
That is Colorado. Over along the East
Coast, something has happened in most
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of the States, and this is because of the
prosecutorial discretion.

This President, his administration
has released over 30,000 criminals,
criminal aliens onto the streets of
America. And of those that they re-
leased, there have been at least 124 of
them who have been charged with
homicide for 135 murders. That is 135
dead Americans who would be alive
today if the President didn’t have the
policy of releasing criminal aliens onto
the streets. Those are the ones we
know of, those are the ones that are
the recidivism within a 5-year window
of time whose names we know, whose
incidents we know, but that doesn’t in-
clude anywhere near all of them, Mr.
Speaker.

This is the locale. This is the face of
one of these perpetrators, Mauricio
Hernandez.

What did he do?

Mauricio Hernandez, a sexual pred-
ator who impregnated the 13-year-old
daughter of his live-in girlfriend and
repeatedly had sexual relations with
her in ways that I won’t repeat here on
the floor, took her off to soccer games
where he also gave her an abortion-in-
ducing drug, and she went into a porta-
potty and had a baby who was alive. He
went in and saw that baby, and this
girl was then hauled home. The baby
was left to die. That baby died.

Mauricio Hernandez was the perpe-
trator. He is another illegal alien, an-
other one who had been encountered by
law, another one who had been granted
this de facto amnesty because of the
President’s policy.

Mr. Speaker, I can stand here every
night. I could come here and give you
these stories, and I can give you the
data on the thousands of Americans
who are dead at the hands of the crimi-
nal aliens who have been incarcerated
for a temporary period of time and re-
leased by multiple jurisdictions across
this country, and every American who
dies at their hands is a life that could
be saved if we just followed our laws.
That is what is at stake here.

But we are going to have to person-
alize it because people over on this side
of the aisle have their fingers in their
ears on data, but when they see the
faces, when they hear the anguish in
the voices, especially of the mothers—
I will conclude with this, Mr. Speak-
er—or the voice of the father, Scott
Root, who said when they arrested this
perpetrator who killed his daughter, he
was out before they could bury his
daughter, he was out on $5,000 bail,
which was less than it cost him to bury
his daughter, and that individual ab-
sconded back out of the United States
now, not to be reached again by the
arm of the law, which is not long
enough because they put him out on
bail.

I don’t want to see any more bail to
criminal aliens. I want to see law en-
forcement. I want an expectation that
when the law is broken in the United
States, that there is going to be an en-
forcement, that it be applied equally
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without regard to any of these cat-
egories that the President encourages
us to be members of, that being one of
God’s children is good enough to be
protected by the law, but everybody
treated equally.

Secure our borders. Restore the re-
spect for the rule of law. Save these
lives. Send these people into prison,
and when they are done, send them
back to the country that they can live
in legally for the rest of their lives if
they don’t stay in our prisons for the
rest of their lives.

Mr. Speaker, this is an infuriating
topic that America needs to know a lot
more about. I would ask, Mr. Speaker,
that this country keep the families of
these victims in their prayers every
day until such time as we restore the
respect for the rule of law again in
America.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

———

WHAT MEXICO REPRESENTS TO
ALL OF US

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE)
for 30 minutes.

Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, to lis-
ten to some in this country, and cer-
tainly some of my colleagues, Mexico
represents nothing more than a threat
to the well-being, the safety of this
country, and to every son and daughter
in every community within the United
States.

It is also a threat, some will tell you,
to our economy, to our financial well-
being in our homes, in our cities, in our
States. This vision of Mexico and our
relationship with that country and
where the two join at the U.S.-Mexico
border is dominated by this kind of
anxiety, this scare-mongering, and an
attitude of fear that neglects the truth,
the facts, and the opportunities that
our relationship with our closest part-
ner on the world stage truly presents.

It is my hope tonight to share with
my colleagues the facts, the positive
truth about what Mexico represents to
all of us, certainly in the communities
along the U.S.-Mexico border, El1 Paso,
Texas, the city that I have the honor of
representing and serving in Congress,
the State of Texas, where I will be
joined by colleagues who represent dis-
tricts deeper into the interior of Texas,
but really to everyone everywhere in
the United States.

When I listen to some of my col-
leagues, who can be forgiven much like
those in ancient history who, not hav-
ing traveled to distant lands or across
the oceans, could only envision mon-
sters or frightening things that were
going to come and get them should
they venture past what they knew and
what was safe and what was home to
them, those who do not know Mexico,
who do not live on the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der may understandably have their
thoughts and their concerns dominated
by this anxiety and fear.
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It is my hope, as someone who lives
in and represents part of the U.S. side
of the U.S.-Mexico border, to shed some
light using facts and using real people,
real U.S. citizens, real Mexican citi-
zens, and real people from El Paso and
Ciudad Juarez, which together form
the largest binational community in
the Western Hemisphere and one of the
largest binational communities any-
where in the world.

When you hear people who are con-
cerned about Mexico and what it rep-
resents to the United States, that fear
is often dominated by two different
areas. One is economic and the other is
fear about our security in this country.
Let me lay some of those fears to rest.
Let me address some of those concerns
at face value using the facts and fig-
ures from the United States-Mexico re-
lationship and, again, from the district
that I represent in El Paso, Texas.

Let me start with some of the eco-
nomic concerns and address them with
the economic facts and the economic
argument. Some of my colleagues may
not know this, but Mexico is our third
largest trading partner. And for some
States—like the State of Texas, like
the State of New Mexico, like the State
of Arizona, like the State of Cali-
fornia—Mexico represents our number
one trading partner. For many other
States deeper into the interior, Mexico
represents our second largest trading
partner.

But the volume of trade between our
two countries is unlike any other, even
among our top trading partner, China,
for with Mexico, for every dollar of im-
port value that we bring into this
country from Mexico, 40 cents of that
dollar was value that originated here
in the TUnited States, components,
manufactured goods that were built
here in America by Americans, by U.S.
citizens that were exported to Mexico
for final assembly and manufacture be-
fore reimportation into the TUnited
States.

It is why when we export to Mexico,
we win; when we import from Mexico,
we win. That volume of trade between
our two countries is responsible for one
out of every four jobs in the commu-
nity that I represent, El1 Paso, Texas. It
is responsible for more than 400,000 jobs
in the State of Texas, more than 6 mil-
lion jobs throughout the United States.

I want to make clear that our rela-
tionship with Mexico does not just ben-
efit border communities like mine or
border States like Texas. You look at
New York, 381,000 people depend on our
relationship with Mexico for the jobs
they go to each and every morning. In
Ohio, the number is 224,000. In the
State of Washington, 128,000. In fact,
every single one of our 50 States has a
significant trading and jobs-based de-
pendent relationship with Mexico.

Were we to jeopardize that with
harmful rhetoric or wrong-headed poli-
cies, we would not just jeopardize this
historic relationship with our partner
to the south, we would jeopardize the
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